An Examination of the Relationship Between Major Facility Upgrades/Renovations and Select Indicators of Success in Division I-A Football (1997-2006) by McGlaughon, Andrew
An Examination of the Relationship Between Major Facility Upgrades/Renovations and 
Select Indicators of Success in Division I-A Football (1997-2006) 
 
Andrew McGlaughon 
 
A thesis defense to the faculty of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Masters of Arts in the Department of 
Exercise and Sport Science (Sport Administration). 
 
Chapel Hill 
2007 
 
Approved by:   
 
Nathan Tomasini, Ph.D.
 
Edgar Shields, Ph.D.  
 
Michael Beale, M.A.    
 
ii 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
ANDREW MCGLAUGHON:  An Examination of the Relationship Between Major Facility 
Upgrades/Renovations and Select Indicators of Success in Division I-A Football (1997-2006) 
(Under the Direction of Nathan Tomasini, Ph. D.) 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between facility upgrades, 
recruiting success as determined through national rankings and overall winning percentages 
for major Division I-A football programs.  Through a review of available literature, two 
major viewpoints were discovered.  One viewpoint was that facility building creates 
recruiting advantages and improves program success, the other being that the ongoing arms 
race compromises the academic mission of a university.  The results of the statistical analysis 
demonstrated that there was a relationship between national recruiting ranking and facility 
building as well as national recruiting ranking and overall winning percentage.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Since the 1984 Supreme Court decision in the antitrust lawsuit, National Collegiate 
Athletic Association (NCAA) v. Board of Regents of The University of Oklahoma, the 
landscape of intercollegiate athletics has been dramatically altered by the influx of ever-
increasing amounts of revenue (Siegfried & Burba, 2004).  The consistently elevating dollar 
amounts for television contracts, donor contributions and corporate sponsorships raise the 
stakes, with wins and losses coming at a higher overall cost to the university than ever 
before.  One of the side effects of this new culture surrounding college athletics has been 
compared to an “arms race” by the Knight Commission, an independent group created in 
1989 to “recommend a reform agenda that emphasized academic values in an arena where 
commercialization of college sports often overshadowed the underlying goals of higher 
education (About the Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, 2005, para. 1).  This 
“arms race”, often examined through research and in the media, is the constant spending on 
facility upgrades, program improvements, etc. that has been blamed in part for the growing 
financial disparity between the wealthiest and poorest members of the NCAA.  The “arms 
race” has caused major NCAA Division I-A universities to feel the need to constantly 
improve, expand and renovate their facilities in order to maintain an edge in recruiting, 
fundraising and fan appeal (Suggs, 2004b).
2Many universities are over-taxing their donor populations, fan bases and corporate 
sponsors as a means to support facility improvement without truly appreciable results both on 
the field and on the recruiting trails (Suggs, 2004a).  The call to arms has generally been a 
need to keep up with the facilities of natural rivals and “recruiting rivals” across the board, as 
well as generally keep the institutions athletic departments fiscally viable.  As the lifeblood 
of most Division I football programs is seen as the ability to consistently recruit, sign and 
develop top-tier talent, other factors such as facility appearance, functionality and overall 
ability to impress an 18-year-old student-athlete have become of the utmost importance.  
These projects, whether simply adding seating, refurbishing existing infrastructure, even 
complete building projects result in capital expenditures often range from $10 - $20 million 
and as stated by McCafferty (2006) can reach excesses of $100 million. 
 The importance of recruiting falls within the cyclical process of collegiate football 
success: spending money leads to better facilities, which can lead to more success in 
recruiting, which may lead to more winning, increased television contracts, donations from 
avid boosters, and which in turn may ultimately lead to heightened expectations and a need 
for even greater talent.  Though troublesome, football is often the most viable source of an 
economic boon for a Division I athletic department due to lucrative television contracts 
(Siegfried & Burba, 2004), post-season payouts (Woolsey, 2006), and ticket sales.  For this 
reason, with their coffers stretched thin, many athletic departments are relying on the future 
success of their football programs to carry the financial burdens of their athletic departments 
after these capital projects.  
 
3Purpose Statement 
 The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between facility upgrades, 
recruiting success as determined through national rankings and overall winning percentages 
for major Division I-A football programs. 
Research Questions 
 The research conducted throughout this thesis is aimed at answering the following 
questions: 
• Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or renovations 
and overall recruiting ranking nationally?  
• Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or renovations 
and overall recruiting ranking within conference? 
• Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or renovations 
and overall winning percentage? 
• Is there a significant relationship between national recruiting ranking and overall 
winning percentage? 
• Is there a significant relationship between recruiting ranking within conference and 
overall winning percentage? 
Definition of Terms 
• Major facility upgrades and/or renovations: For this study any upgrade and/or 
renovation that is not required as routine maintenance and/or structural upgrades is 
defined as significant. Such capital investments include those that would be 
physically obvious upon entering the stadium and would aide in the prestige and 
recruiting success of the institutions football program.  
4• Final National Ranking: For the purposes of this study, the AP Top 25 and USA 
Today Top 25 national polls will be utilized. Only the final national poll will be 
utilized from each season including 1997 through the present, with a denotation for 
each school in either Top 25. 
• Final Conference Standing: Final conference standing will be noted for each 
qualifying institution, taking into account total wins and losses, with ties going for 
overall wins noted with the same final conference standing. 
• Overall National Recruiting Ranking: The overall national recruiting ranking will be 
taken from both the Rivals and Scout recruiting services. These class rankings will 
be collected from the 2002 incoming freshman class through the incoming classes 
set to enter in the fall of 2006. In addition to the overall national rankings from each 
service, a set of rankings will be created from the average of the two recruiting 
services final rankings. 
• Recruiting Ranking within Conference: The overall conference recruiting ranking 
will be taken from both the Rivals and Scout recruiting services. These class 
rankings will be collected from the 2002 incoming freshman class through the 
incoming classes set to enter in the fall of 2006. In addition to the overall 
conference rankings from each service, a set of rankings will be created from the 
average of the two recruiting services final rankings. 
• Capital Expenditures: The cost, to an athletic department or university, to own or 
lease facilities, practice fields, and parking lots associated with athletics (Orszag & 
Orszag, 2005). These costs include maintenance and new construction on said 
facilities.  
5• Arm’s Race: A term used to illustrate the financial spending sprees that occur within 
conferences and to some extent nationally, to match the facilities, amenities, etc. of 
any school that undergoes a significant upgrade in the said area.  
Limitations 
• The subjective nature of national rankings for recruiting can affect the reliability of 
the collected data. 
• The vast difference in strength of schedule across the Division I-A membership 
makes it difficult to directly compare winning percentages. 
• The lack of a definitive dollar amount to classify a renovation as “major”, the 
financial data was not available for all construction projects, so a modified 
definition was used. 
• Competing within different conferences could have an effect on the quality of student 
athlete available and the quality of competition face, making comparisons across 
the complete Division I-A landscape difficult. 
• Simultaneous upgrades to facilities nationally, regionally and within conference could 
have an effect on comparative improvement in recruiting and on-field success.  
• There are a number of schools in the present NCAA Division I-A membership 
(Connecticut, South Florida, Central Florida, Marshall, Memphis) that are ruled out 
of this study, due to lack of a complete set of data.  This is due to not being a 
member of Division I-A for the entire period of the study.  
• The inability to know each schools measure for the success of their facility upgrades, 
whether it be financial, recruiting or some other benchmark. 
 
6Delimitations 
• The limited time-span for data collection, which was done to keep the comparative 
costs of upgrades within similar boundaries and to keep the recruiting rankings at 
similar levels of comparison could directly affect the final data analysis. 
• The subjective definition of major upgrades/renovations can affect the overall 
reliability of the study.   
Significance of the Study 
 NCAA Division I-A football programs spend a large portion of their time and money 
on establishing new advantages to attract recruits, and in turn to enrich their overall talent 
pool.  Part of recruiting top-tier student athletes is the ability to show a commitment to your 
football program, either through top-flight facilities or a credible and comprehensive plan to 
achieve such facilities.  The costs of these upgrades, renovations and completely new 
projects have reached levels of more than $100 million (McCafferty, 2006), which is 
approaching four times the average expenses of Division I-A institutions in 2003, $29.4 
million, and over five times the average expenses in 1997, $17.7 million, the beginning of 
this study (Fulks, 2005, p. 18). When making that kind of investment in any industry, 
decision makers hope for some form of return, but when it is tied to educational institutions it 
may be of importance to administrators at these not for profits to have tangible results for 
such an expensive endeavor. 
 This study may assist in the understanding of the true non-financial return on 
investment of stadium improvements.  There are financial aspects which may result from 
improved fan experience and luxury suites, but these may or may not be relevant without on-
field success, which may be the result of recruiting success, part of a cyclical process. 
7Through analyzing the relationships between recruiting, facility upgrades and winning, 
information may be gained demonstrating the general effectiveness of these projects.  This 
may aid administrators in making sound decisions when looking at the possibility of 
renovations to their facilities.  If a relationship between facility building and recruiting 
success, as well as overall program success, is found through this study, it would lend  
support to the idea that facility building may lead to improved program success. Though if no 
direct relationship is found, it could provide footing for those in opposition to the huge 
amounts of money currently spent at this level.  
 
CHAPTER TWO 
 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 The review of literature will examine the available literature as it relates to the 
relationship between facility construction, recruiting and overall program success in NCAA 
Division I-A football.  The first section of this chapter will examine NCAA and its 
development into its current status in 2007, followed by an analysis of the concept of an 
athletics arms race and the modern presence of rapid facility building within the Division I-A 
ranks, concluding with an examination of the literature as it relates to recruiting and overall 
program success.  
History of the NCAA 
 In 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt saw a problem with American collegiate 
football and decided to make an attempt to correct it.  He called together 13 of the United 
States’ top educational leaders to the first of two summits at the White House to discuss 
necessary changes, mostly due to the violence associated with football, to the intercollegiate 
athletic system (History of the NCAA).  During the 1905 season, 18 deaths and 149 serious 
injuries occurred during the college football season, outraging not only collegiate leaders, but 
the general public (Falla, 1981).  While the original group was intended to save the sport of 
football from its own violence-related image problems, they realized there was more to be 
addressed within college athletics.  As a result of these meetings, the Intercollegiate Athletic 
Association of the United States (IAAUS) was formed on March 31, 1906.  In 1910, the 
original 62 member institutions of the IAAUS decided to change the name of their 
9organization to the currently used, NCAA.  With their initial goal to create new, long-lasting 
and safer rules for football, the IAAUS/NCAA initially was a discussion forum for issues 
common to the constituents, as well as a source for common rules (History of the NCAA). 
 In 1921, the NCAA took a giant step forward, moving from a discussion and rules 
forum to the entity that is more familiar today.  The future of the NCAA was shaped as it 
held its first National Collegiate Track and Field Championships, paving the way for the 
control of future championships and in turn, rules that would be common across the entire 
NCAA membership (History of the NCAA).  The next 30 years would go on to shape the 
economic impact the NCAA would have not only on its member institutions, but also on the 
majority of collegiate athletics.  Following World War I, the NCAA would begin to set 
regulations with regard to athletic scholarships and television broadcast rights (Siegfried 
& Burba, 2004). 
 Following the nation’s first televised football game in 1938, the NCAA saw an 
opportunity for financial benefit to its entire constituency through televisions rights and their 
sales.  Originally, as television ownership became more common, individual schools owned 
the rights to their games.  This allowed each school to sign over these rights to willing 
television stations.  This concept grew unpopular as schools began to feel as though televised 
games, theirs or those of other schools, were hurting attendance figures on Saturdays 
throughout the fall.  As a solution to this problem, the NCAA took over all television 
broadcast rights for its constituency in 1951 (Dunnavant, 2004). 
 In 1952, the NCAA signed a one-year contract with National Broadcast Company 
(NBC) at the price of $1.14 million, to have the exclusive rights to air one football game per 
Saturday throughout the fall.  The NCAA kept a portion of all their negotiated contracts (7.2 
10 
 
percent in the 1952 contract) in order to finance their operations, with the rest of the money 
being split across their membership, though a large majority went to the schools chosen by 
the network to be aired.  Initially this proved helpful to schools as they gained ticket sales 
back, while the most popular schools began increasing their overall budgets with this new 
source of supplemental income (Dunnavant, 2004). 
 The next issue to face the NCAA on this topic of television contracts concerned the 
financial implications of television to its membership.   Soon after they took over negotiating 
power for national television contracts, the NCAA began to face pressure to set a limit on the 
number of times a network could select a team for their final schedule, creating a wider 
distribution of the funding received through the contract.  Though a majority of its 
membership was interested in changing the distribution of the rights fees, in various different 
ways, the largest source of discontent was the major programs receiving the most airtime.  
This minority of “big time” programs felt they were being unfairly restricted from funding, 
when they could be chosen for television more often without the NCAA contracts.  Between 
these first years of television and 1977, the membership of the NCAA would revisit these 
issues, eventually creating more leeway for schools to be on television (Siegfried & Burba, 
2004). 
 In 1977, the nations top football programs in the country formed the College Football 
Association (CFA).  Due to its 62 school membership, including most major conferences 
other than the Big Ten and the Pac Ten, the CFA was left with a significant amount of power 
within the NCAA.  The power of the CFA, rooted in their membership, most of the large 
athletic departments across the country, was utilized to gain beneficial rules and bylaws for 
the growth of college football.  The ultimate goal of all of these power plays being added 
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leverage in controlling the revenue stream from the continuously growing television 
contracts (Siegfried & Burba, 2004).   
The potential power of television contracts to sway the shape of college football came 
to a head in 1981, when NBC offered the CFA a separate $180 million television contract 
from the NCAA contract with the American Broadcasting Company (ABC).  NBC saw 
Saturday Night Football as an answer to ABC’s Monday Night Football, utilizing the rights 
held by the CFA membership to control the television for their home games.  The schools in 
the CFA felt this contract was a way to correct the difference between their share of the 
NCAA contract revenue (48.5 percent) and their appearances in the majority (54.6 percent) 
of televised games (Dunnavant, 2004).  The CFA, though interested, was forced to align with 
the NCAA at the risk of losing their association with all the other sports sponsored by the 
NCAA, most importantly the ability to play in the popular NCAA Men’s Basketball 
Tournament (Siegfried & Burba, 2004). 
 This was potentially the first, and most visible, in a series of huge financial moves to 
come in collegiate athletics, creating the present status of the NCAA as not only the most 
visible face of collegiate athletics, but also a legitimate collection of arguably big businesses.  
In 1984, the CFA decided to proceed with an anti-trust lawsuit against the NCAA.  The 
United States Supreme Court sided with the individual institutions and terminated the 
NCAA’s control of college football television contracts in the court case NCAA v. The 
Board of Regents of the University of Oklahoma. This decision voided the current $280 
million contract and allowed individual schools, conglomerates, conferences, etc. to structure 
their own contracts with multiple networks (NCAA v. The Board of Regents of the 
University of Oklahoma, 1984). 
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Over the next 12 years, the total contracts for television rights fees for college 
football rose from $39.7 million in 1984, to $76.2 million in 1995 (Fort, 2006).  The CFA 
started this 12-year period with a one-year $12 million contract (Siegfried & Burba, 2004) 
and culminating with a four-year contract (1991-94) with ESPN for $110 million 
(Dunnavant, 2004).  Though these new contracts cost the institutions up front, earning them 
about half what they were due through the broken NCAA contract, the long term effects 
would be great.  The benefit to the schools was in greater television exposure and the growth 
of new power conferences and institutions (Siegfried & Burba, 2004). 
In 1991, Notre Dame decided to test independent contracting, with success.  Notre 
Dame negotiated a four-year, $38 million deal with NBC, more than double their previous 
financial return through the CFA.  Not only did this create a new line of communication 
within the CFA, it also weakened their overall inventory of game selection, through losing 
their most viewed and coveted independent team.  To this point, Dick Ebersol, chairman of 
NBC Sports, would speak to the value of NBC’s contract with Notre Dame, renewed in 2005 
for a five-years and $45 million, “We covet our association with Notre Dame, the most 
powerful brand in college sports” (Fort, 2006, p. 469.).  In 1995, the Southeastern 
Conference (SEC) signed a conference-wide, five-year, $85 million deal with Columbia 
Broadcasting System (CBS), further opening the door for substantial amounts of money 
currently devoted to college athletics (Siegfried & Burba, 2004).  More recently, the Atlantic 
Coast Conference (ACC) signed a seven-year, $258 million deal with ABC.  While the Big 
East, after just losing its three most successful teams to the ACC, signed a similar seven-year 
contract with ABC for $105 million (Fort, 2006).   
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Though the power and money had switched directly into conference and individual 
institutions’ hands, college athletics, and the NCAA, its biggest representative, would 
continue to become increasingly more financially oriented.  During the period between 1985 
and 2001, the real annual growth rate for Division I-A revenues was 1.7 times that of the 
United States economy (Fort, 2006).  The top athletic departments’ budgets across the 
country were growing financially at even faster rates.  The average total revenues for a 
Division I-A program increased 17 percent from 2001 to 2003, following a 14 percent 
increase between 1999 and 2001 and a 24 percent increase between 1997 and 1999.  Over 
these same periods the average expenses increased 17 percent, 16 percent and 16 percent, 
respectively (Fulks, 2005, p. 18).  Speaking of Ohio State, the nation’s largest athletic 
department, in an article in Sports Illustrated, Jon Wertheim (Wertheim, 2007, The Athletic 
Director section, para. 1) had this to say: 
 Gene Smith is really the CEO of a medium-sized corporation. According to U.S. 
Department of Education figures on college-sports spending, OSU's athletic department 
made $2.9 million in profit on an NCAA-leading $104.7 million in revenue last year. The 
football team alone brought in $60.7 million and netted $28.4 million, figures that could 
increase significantly for fiscal year 2007, which included a trip to the BCS championship 
game. Smith's department has more than 300 employees (up from 225 in 1997) and 25 
computer servers. It oversees 377 acres, 16.9 million square feet of buildings, 926 varsity 
athletes and 36 varsity sports--eight more sports than any other school and nearly double the 
D-I average of 20. By virtually any measure, it is the nation's largest athletic department.If it 
had ever been questionable before, no one could doubt the growing status of college sports as 
a large business entity in the United States. 
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The Concept of an Arms Race 
 In A Call to Action, the Knight Commission (2001) examined the state of affairs 
within college athletics 10 years following their original meetings.  One of their biggest 
concerns in this report was that of an arms race in college athletics.  Over that 10 year period, 
the commission had witnessed, in their opinion, a dramatic increase in spending with a lack 
of fiscal foresight.   
“Clearly, the rising revenues on most campuses have been overwhelmed by even 
higher costs,” [NCAA President Cedric] Dempsey told the NCAA convention this 
year. “At the more than 970 member schools, we are bringing in just over $3 billion a 
year, but we’re spending $4.1 billion in that same period”. (A Call to Action, 2001, p. 
17) 
 
The commission felt as though college athletics was misguidedly following the footsteps of 
the few financially successful programs that could afford large construction costs, to the 
detriment of college athletics at large.  The commission pointed out that “in the last seven 
years [1994-2001], capital expenditures at Division I-A institutions increased 250 percent” 
(A Call to Action, 2001, p. 17).  This combined with their estimation that the arms race, in its 
current state, would cost in excess of $4 billion and that this debt service could hinder 
athletic departments for decades, had the Knight Commission worried about the direction of 
college athletics. 
There has been a tremendous amount of construction ongoing within Division I-A 
since the early to mid 1990s.  One of the main perceived reasons for this construction boom 
was that administrators were concerned with what the Knight Commission termed an arms 
race (A Call to Action, 2001).  According to Suggs (2001) researchers and groups such as the 
Knight Commission have worried that the importance placed on facilities and the associated 
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costs are acting in complete opposition to the academic mission of the schools, and in turn 
their student-athletes.   
 The NCAA has had to create a balance between the needs and desires of both the 
athletics and academic communities and commissioned two studies to analyze the idea of an 
arms race.  In 2003, a study performed by Robert Litan, Jonathan Orszag and Peter Orszag 
was released examining the empirical effects of college sport on their relative academic 
institutions. The study took two viewpoints into account: collegiate athletics either helps or 
harms the overall academic mission of the university (Litan, Orszag, & Orszag, 2003). 
 The purpose of the study was to examine the financial effects of college sport on the 
university, utilizing three main sources of information: existing literature on the topic, Equity 
in Athletics Disclosure Act (EADA) reports from previous years and a survey of 17 business 
officers at Division I schools.   
The EADA “requires co-educational institutions of postsecondary education 
that participate in a Title IV, federal student financial assistance program, and 
have an intercollegiate athletic program, to prepare an annual report to the 
Department of Education on athletic participation, staffing, and revenues and 
expenses, by men's and women's teams” (Equity in Athletics Disclosure Act, 
2006). 
The findings of the study, though imperfect, did not entirely support either viewpoint, instead 
showing that both arguments can be supported and contradicted utilizing the collected data 
(Litan et al, 2003).  
 The shortcomings of the study were a lack of long term (pre-1993) data, making 
trends hard to distinguish and providing inconclusive evidence of spending growth, either in 
total, or as a percentage of overall school budget.  However, the largest and most important 
shortcoming was the lack of capital expenditures taken into account (Litan et al, 2003).  
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This shortcoming was addressed when the NCAA commissioned another study by 
Jonathan and Peter Orszag to examine what many pointed out as the major flaw of their first 
study with an omission of capital expenditures, facility spending, in their original report. 
In covering the Knight Foundation Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics’ fall 2004 
session, Suggs (2004b) reported that James L. Isch, the Chief Financial Officer of the NCAA 
briefed the commission on the NCAA’s idea for a new financial report for all colleges and 
universities to report their athletic spending.  This suggestion would be a solution to the 
problem comparing finances between institutions due to inconsistent accounting practices, 
and a different method of collecting the data currently utilized for the Department of 
Education’s annual EADA reports. 
 Suggs (2004b) reported on the speaking appearance of Peter R. Orszag, from the 
Brookings Institution, which covered Orszag’s study of collegiate athletics finances on a 
grant from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation.  Orszag reiterated his findings that there was 
not an “arms race” occurring in collegiate sport.  Suggs’ article went on to further discuss the 
rationale behind capital spending on football and basketball facilities, detailing the 
sentiments of Orszag that most facility spending was done to perform necessary upgrades 
and renovations due to aging structures and/or increasing attendance demands.  
 While Orszag’s (2003) report showed there was not a direct relationship between 
increased spending on football and rising net revenue and/or overall winning percentages in 
the 1990s, it was necessary to perform a follow-up report (Orszag & Orszag, 2005), taking 
into account the possible existence of a so-called “arm’s race” between conference and 
natural rivals., Orszag surveyed 56 institutions at all three levels of the NCAA hierarchy 
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when coming to the following conclusions, creating an important source of information to 
take into account as a supplement to their first study (Orszag & Orszag, 2005).  
 The annual expenditures of an athletic department can include large amounts of 
capital costs, though in Division I-A salaries, benefits and grants-in-aid make up 50 percent 
of the expenses of the average athletic department (Fulks, 2005, p. 15).  According to Orszag 
(2005) this source of expense by athletic departments, though at times as large or larger than 
any other expense, still does not raise overall athletic expenditures above a minimal level of 
the total expenses at a given institution.  Even those schools with available capital 
expenditures reported total athletic costs, on average, of less than five percent of the schools 
overall budget (Orszag & Orszag, 2005).  
 At the Division I level, Orszag (2005) found that football stadium capacity was the 
most telling variable, showing a direct relationship between seating capacity and increases in 
expense by the athletic department on capital costs.  The final conclusion taken from the 
study, is that, while it is possible that schools at the top of the NCAA hierarchy are caught up 
in a facilities arm’s race, there is weak statistical evidence to prove such a trend, meaning any 
such struggle would be of a modest magnitude.  Relevant to Orzag’s study, is that over half 
of all Division I-A schools had undergone either a major renovation or had moved into a new 
stadium since 1990 (Orszag & Orszag, 2005).  
Suggs (2004b) discussed the viewpoint of the Chancellor of the University of Kansas, 
and chairman of the NCAA’s Division I Board of Directors, Robert E. Hemenway with 
regard to football and basketball spending.  Hemenway spoke before the panel, discussing 
the merits of the “social capital” gained through successful football and basketball programs 
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at a university.  He pointed to the social networks, and their non-fiscal value to a university, 
created through successful athletic programs and the atmosphere surrounding game day. 
College Sports as Big Business 
 As stated earlier, it was hard to deny that college sports had reached the status of big 
business following the negotiations of the huge football television contracts in the early 
1990s.  This was to become even more apparent through the next 10 years, as donor gifts, 
athletic department expenses and television contracts reached new, soaring heights. 
 Strout (2006) reported that Oklahoma State University had received $165 million for 
new athletics facilities, through a donation from T. Boone Pickens.  Pickens, whose name 
already graces the university’s football facility, had previously given over $100 million to the 
university. This gift is largest ever given to an athletics program at the collegiate level, 
according to officials at Oklahoma State University (Strout, 2006).  
 In his written statements following the gift, Pickens echoed the sentiments of many 
fans of college sport in citing athletics as “a significant contributor in the academic success 
of an institution, both from a fund-raising and a performance perspective” (Strout, 2006, 
para. 4). The President of Oklahoma State, David J. Schmidly, refers to the record-setting 
philanthropy as “a critical component of our three-pronged approach to developing a top-tier 
university.  Athletics, academics, and student life must all fit together to build a competitive 
institution”. (Strout, 2006, para. 7). 
 McCafferty (2006) examined the financial stakes of Division I athletics, and 
discussed the tremendous amount of money being spent at the top level of the NCAA, 
especially on football stadium upgrades.  A three-year project (1996-99) performed on 
Darrell K. Royal – Texas Memorial Stadium cost the University of Texas athletic department 
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$90 million; almost directly following this large expenditure another expansion was 
approved at a cost of $150 million.  This newest addition should be completed in 2008, 
resulting in 10,000 extra seats and 44 new revenue generating suites.  The University of 
Michigan is currently in the process of a $226 million upgrade process at Michigan Stadium, 
keeping the capacity above 107,000, while adding in booster-friendly suites and club 
sections.  Oklahoma State has also just finished a $102 million renovation of Boone T. 
Pickens Stadium. As upgrades such as these continue to occur, alumni, current student-
athletes and recruits expect more (McCafferty, 2006).  
 “You’ve got to have great facilities if you are going to remain competitive.  If we can 
pay for it, we’ll do it”, Ed Goble, the associate athletic director for business at the University 
of Texas (McCafferty, 2006, p. 48).  According to McCafferty (2006) Gobles sentiments are 
not singular to his institution, but it is one of a handful of schools that can execute such 
expenditures while maintaining a sense of fiscal responsibility.  McCafferty (2006) 
references a budget analysis by the Indianapolis Star of 2004-05 budgets of the athletic 
departments of 164 public universities at the Division I level.  The report found that of these 
schools, only nine percent were self-supporting by reporting even moderate levels of 
additional income.  The study found that for the other 91 percent, over $1 billion was 
garnered from school funds and student fee increases among other sources to subsidize 
athletic expenditures (McCafferty, 2006).  
 McCafferty (2006) writes of the increasing spending as a race that most schools 
cannot afford to enter, and many are losing drastic amounts of money trying to do so.  As 
many university presidents and athletic directors look to the future, they see an ever growing 
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disparity between the 40 percent of schools in Division I-A making a profit (Fulks, 2005, p. 
14), and the other 60 percent struggling to survive financially. 
Recruiting, Program Success and Expenditures 
 Waggoner (2004) examined the reasoning behind facility upgrades, surmising that 
while schools are facing a consistent call from fans and alumni for upgraded facilities, the 
upgrades can actually be beneficial in many ways.  The fans desire an experience more 
similar to those at professional events, with greater concession and sales opportunities, more 
viewing options and overall more technologically advanced facilities.  Waggoner (2004) also 
explained that with these upgrades come both costs and potential added revenue streams.  
Through facility upgrades, schools often have increased concessions and souvenir points of 
sale, additional advertising mediums, potential fundraising opportunities and additional 
seating inventory.  An additional and possibly more key effect referenced by Waggoner 
(2004), is the ability of facility upgrades to benefit the recruiting efforts of a program.  In a 
time when recruiting the best athletes can have an enormous impact on both program stature 
and success, new facilities can be the difference between receiving a commitment from a top 
recruit and seeing him sign elsewhere (Waggoner, 2004). 
 Koger (2001) spoke of the effect of facility improvements on recruiting efforts and its 
reciprocal effect on a program’s overall competitiveness and success.  Within his article 
examining the decision-making process of if and how to go about facility upgrades, Koger 
mentioned the role played by facilities in the overall recruiting process.  In addition, there 
may be a domino effect within a conference after one school performs a non-necessary 
facility upgrade.  Whatever the reasoning, there may be an added financial benefit received 
by an institution as a result of facility growth and updating.  Koger argued that with these 
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changes come heightened corporate involvement, increased donor activity and added national 
prestige of the program as a result of better media accommodations and televised facilities 
during broadcasts (Koger, 2001). 
 Langelett (2003) found a reinforcing cycle between team performance and recruiting 
results in his article for the Journal of Sports Economics.  He found that that recruiting has a 
significant affect on a program’s on field results, which in turn affects future recruiting 
performance.  Langelett stated that evidence did affect team performance, which explained 
the amount of money schools were willing to spend to create advantages in the recruitment 
process.  He also stated that the “bi-directional relationship between recruiting and team 
performance may explain why certain meams are able to continuously be top 25 teams and 
other teams are never able to rise substantially in their competitiveness (Langelett, 2003, p. 
244).   
 “Those universities that have less on-field success will be, ceteris paribus, less likely 
to convince high-quality players to attend their school (Dumond, J. M., Lynch, A. K., & 
Platania, J., 2007, p. 19).  This summarizes the findings of DuMond’s examination of the 
college football recruiting process.  Dumond stated that there were several primary factors in 
the recruiting process, one of which was recent rankings and performance.  He found that 
programs that experienced the highest number of wins over a period of time also recruit a 
higher tier of player than their competitors (Dumond et al, 2007).  As shown through the 
findings of  by Langelett (2003), Waggoner (2004) and Koger (2001) it is this proof of 
advantage  that drives football programs to constantly search for new tools in the recruiting 
process. 
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The cyclical nature of success in college football creates an intriguing dilemma for 
athletic directors, administrators and coaches.  As the Knight Commission (2001) discussed, 
not only is the “arms race” about facility building, but also paying coaches as much as 
several department heads on campus, while the spending per football player at some 
universities ($100,000) is greater than the salary for many professors on the same campus (A 
Call to Action, 2001, p. 17-18).   Some may agree with the decision makers when they pay 
coaches in excess of $3 million a year, a small amount compared to the ability to make $40 
million off a single sport in a single fiscal year (Barnhart, 2007).  This viewpoint is logical, 
but it is also understandable that the Knight Commission and similar interest groups treat the 
future of college athletics with trepidation.  College sport is indeed a big business, and each 
part of the cycle may play an integral role in the future successes of any given institution. 
CHAPTER THREE 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Subjects 
 The subjects for this study will consist of the entire population of NCAA Division I-A 
athletic departments.  The exceptions to this population consist of Connecticut, South 
Florida, Central Florida, Marshall and Memphis.  All are excluded due to their lack of 
standing as a Division I-A institution for the entire period covered by this study, the 
collegiate football seasons beginning in the fall of 1997 through the fall 2006 football season.  
This population will provide a complete snapshot of information for the time period while 
allowing for specific answers to be provided by the data collected. 
Statistical Analysis 
 The data for this study will be collected through official athletic department resources 
and non-athletic department affiliated recruiting services.  More specifically, overall team 
records and facility histories will be taken from athletic department web sites, available for 
each NCAA Division I-A school.  The recruiting rankings will be found utilizing both Scout 
and Rivals recruiting ranking systems for the years 2002 up to the 2006 recruiting class.  
Once all of the data is collected and organized into a useable format, a statistical software 
package (SPSS) will be used to perform meaningful statistical analysis with the data.  
Procedures 
 The first step of data collection will be to create a list of institutions that meets the 
population criteria: schools that have competed at the NCAA Division I-A level since at least 
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the 1997 college football season to the present.  After the data set has been populated, the 
pertinent data for each school will be collected from various resources.  The data will include 
overall wins and losses, by season, for the period from the 1997 season through the 2006 
season; whether or not any major facility upgrades/renovations between 1997 and the 2001 
season; and finally the overall final national recruiting ranking of the program according to 
both Scout and Rivals recruiting services, as well as an average of the two.  Following 
collection, the data will be arranged in matrices to allow for analysis across different 
groupings, sub-groupings and the entire population.  
Data Analysis 
 Once collected and sorted into the various desired groupings and sub-groupings, the 
data will be analyzed utilizing a statistical software package. The software will be used to 
create descriptive statistics and to analyze relationships within the data, allowing conclusions 
to be made with regard to each of the previously stated research questions.  The first 
statistical test used to analyze the collected data will be a Rank Biserial Correlation, a 
measure of association between a continuous variable and a binary variable.  The test is 
mathematically equivalent to the traditional correlation formula with a similar interpretation.  
The second statistical test utilized will be a Spearman Correlation, measuring the association 
between two variables.  In turn, the original hypotheses will either be proven or discredited, 
leaving us with statistical evidence in support of or indifferent to facility upgrades as an 
indicator of future success, both perceived and in actual performance measures.  
CHAPTER FOUR 
 
RESULTS 
 
The following chapter reported the findings of the Rank Biserial and Spearman 
Correlations utilized to analyze the relevant collected data.  The complete data sets for 
recruiting ranking, presence of construction and winning percentage are available in 
Appendix One.  The results will be organized by research question and reported below. 
Research Question 1 
Q1 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall recruiting ranking nationally? 
 The findings of the Rank Biserial Correlation utilizing the presence of construction 
data set and the recruiting rankings data set for the population are found in Table 1.   The 
critical t-value for the test was 1.98.  Utilizing this figure, all but two of the correlations 
resulted in statistically significant findings.  Even with a majority of the findings being 
statistically significant, the Coefficient of Determination (r2) demonstrates a small degree of 
common variance between the construction variable and the recruiting variable.  The 
Coefficients of Determination for the significant findings demonstrate that 4 percent to 6.25 
percent of variation in recruiting is associated with the variance in construction. 
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Table 1 
Rank Biserial Correlation (Construction v. Recruiting)_____________________  
2006  2005  2004  2003  2002 
 Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals  Scout Rivals Scout Rivals 
r-value  -0.21 -0.22 -0.21 -0.22 -0.17 -0.25 -0.23 -0.21 -0.14 -0.20  
r2 value 0.044 0.048 0.044 0.048 0.029 0.063 0.053 0.044 0.020 0.040 
Value of t -2.27 -2.39 -2.20 -2.33 -1.85 -2.75 -2.53 -2.23 -1.51 -2.14 
df  110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 
*Critical t-value of 1.98 for the Rank Biserial Correlation 
 
Research Question 2 
 
Q2 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall recruiting ranking within conference? 
The findings of the Rank Biserial Correlation utilizing the presence of construction 
data set and the in-conference recruiting rankings data set for the population are found in 
Table 2.   The critical t-value for the test was 1.98.  Utilizing this figure, none of the 
correlations resulted in statistically significant findings.   
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Table 2 
Rank Biserial Correlation (Construction v. Recruiting Within Conference)_____  
2006  2005  2004  2003  2002 
 Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals  Scout Rivals Scout Rivals 
r-value  -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00  
r2 value 0.0001 0.0001 0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 0.0004 0.0001 0.000 0.000 0.000 
Value of t -0.10 -0.09 -0.20 -0.07 -0.12 -0.18 -0.13 -0.05 -0.03 -0.03 
df  110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 
*Critical t-value of 1.98 for the Rank Biserial Correlation 
Research Question 3 
Q3 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall winning percentage? 
The findings of the Rank Biserial Correlation utilizing the presence of construction 
data set and the winning percentage data set for the population are found in Table 3.   The 
critical t-value for the test was 1.98.  Utilizing this figure, none of the correlations resulted in 
statistically significant findings.   
Table 3 
Rank Biserial Correlation (Construction v. Winning Percentage)_____   
2006  2005  2004  2003  2002  
r-value  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
r2 value 0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  
Value of t 0.01  0.01  0.01  0.00  0.01  
df  110  110  110  110  110  
*Critical t-value of 1.98 for the Rank Biserial Correlation 
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Research Question 4 
 
Q4 Is there a significant relationship between national recruiting ranking and 
overall winning percentage? 
The findings of the Spearman Correlation utilizing the recruiting data set and the 
winning percentage data set for the population are found in Table 4 below.   The alpha level 
for the test was .05.  Utilizing this figure, all of the correlations resulted in statistically 
significant findings.  The Coefficients of Determination show that 8.6 percent to 23.4 percent 
of variation in recruiting is associated with the variance in winning percentage. 
Table 4 
Spearman  Correlation (Recruiting v. Winning Percentage)__________________  
2006  2005  2004  2003  2002 
 Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals  Scout Rivals Scout Rivals 
Correlation  
Coefficient -0.400 -0.392 -0.420 -0.482 -0.371 -0.354 -0.309 -0.294 -0.484 -0.480 
r2 value 0.160 0.154 0.176 0.232 0.138 0.125 0.096 0.086 0.234 0.230 
p-value <.0005 <.0005 <.0005 <.0005 <.0005 <.0005 0.001 0.002 <.0005 <.0005 
df  110 110 110 110 110 110 108 110 99 109 
*Critical p-value of .05 for the Spearman Correlation 
 
Research Question 5 
Q5 Is there a significant relationship between recruiting ranking within 
conference and overall winning percentage? 
The findings of the Spearman Correlation utilizing the in-conference recruiting data 
set and the winning percentage data set for the population are found in Table 5 below.   The 
alpha level for the test was .05.  Utilizing this figure, all of the correlations, other than those 
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comparing the 2003 recruiting rankings resulted in statistically significant findings.  The 
Coefficients of Determination show that 1.3 percent to 17.4 percent of variation in recruiting 
within conference is associated with the variance in winning percentage. 
Table 5 
Spearman  Correlation (Recruiting Within Conference v. Winning Percentage)___________
2006  2005  2004  2003  2002 
 Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals  Scout Rivals Scout Rivals 
Correlation  
Coefficient -0.284 -0.291 -0.350 -0.417 -0.239 -0.258 -0.177 -0.116 -0.237 -0.202 
r2 value 0.081 0.085 0.123 0.174 0.057 0.067 0.031 0.013 0.056 0.041 
p-value 0.002 0.002 <.0005 <.0005 0.011 0.006 0.063 0.225 0.012 0.032 
df  110 110 110 110 110 110 108 110 99 109 
*Critical p-value of .05 for the Spearman Correlation 
 
CHAPTER FIVE 
 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 This chapter has been divided into three sections.  The first section consists of the 
summary of the problem, procedures of the study and results.  The second section examines 
the conclusions and implications of the study through a discussion format.  The third section 
presents recommendations for future study. 
 The information discerned from this study has provided a viewpoint concerning 
facility building in Division I-A football that may be helpful to administrators and decision-
makers as they analyze potential capital projects in and around their respective programs.   
This chapter will concentrate on the answers provided to the five research questions through 
an analysis and interpretation of the statistical findings.  In addition to drawing conclusions 
from the data utilized in this study, this chapter will make recommendations for future 
opportunities for study in the field of facility building and its implications in Division I-A 
football. 
Research Question 1 
Q1 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall recruiting ranking nationally? 
 The Rank Biserial Correlation utilized to answer the first research question 
demonstrated that of the ten nationally ranked recruiting classes eight showed significant 
findings.  However, the overall relationship between the facility upgrade and recruiting 
ranking was not extremely strong, with a range of 4.00 to 6.25 percent.  This range of 
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Coefficients of Determination showed the amount of variation explained by the relationship 
between the two variables.  Though not a strong piece of evidence for decision makers, it 
does show that a relationship can be shown between the upgrades and recruiting results.  This 
can act as some level of justification for building new facilities when one of the goals of the 
program is to increase overall recruiting performance.  
 As discussed in the review of literature, Koger (2001) and Waggoner (2004) both 
reported on the feeling among campus and athletic decision-makers that one of the reasons 
for facility projects is to improve recruiting capabilities for their coaches.  As Ed Goble, the 
associate athletic director for business at the University of Texas, said, it is important to 
remain competitive in today’s athletic environment, and if you have the money and ability, it 
makes sense to build the best facilities possible (McCafferty, 2006).  It is this sentiment, 
McCafferty states, that gets schools into financial trouble, as schools that should not be 
spending as freely, are doing so without true plans for reparations.  Though his article 
discusses views to the contrary, McCafferty points to an Indianapolis Star survey which 
found that of 164 public universities questioned, only nine percent of their athletic 
departments could claim to be self-supporting, with the other 91 percent utilizing over $1 
billion annually to supplement their expenses.  Though not as large a number, Fulks (2005) 
points to the fact that 40 percent of Division I-A athletic departments report a profit, 
supporting the idea of a need for better fiscal decision-making within these institutions. 
 It is numbers such as these that the Knight Commission (2001) discusses in relation to 
their fears of an arms race in college athletics.  They worry that schools are compromising 
their academic mission through their financial obligations to their athletic departments.  
Suggs (2001) reported that the viewpoint of the Knight Commission is not theirs alone, as 
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other interest groups share similar fears.  Though there are certainly large amounts of money 
being spent in college athletics, some institutional leaders think it is necessary, rather than 
contradictory to the mission of the school.  As Strout (2006) reported in his story on Boone 
T. Picken’s $165 gift to Oklahoma State University, the University President discussed the 
importance of the gift to fulfilling his vision for the university.  This vision consisted of a 
three-pronged approach with athletic success acting as a piece of the university’s 
performance as a whole.  This sentiment was also shared by Robert E. Hemenway, 
Chancellor of the University of Kansas, as reported by Suggs (2004b), when he stated that 
there was a valuable aspect to the “social capital” gained with alumni through athletic 
success. 
Though the statistical evidence found in the analysis for question one does not go far 
enough to completely justify capital expenditures, it could be used in such an argument.  It 
seems that coaches will be happy to see that their demands are not disproven, while future 
studies may be able to aid in deepening our understanding of the process. 
Research Question 2 
Q2 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall recruiting ranking within conference? 
 Unlike the result of the Rank Biserial Correlation utilized for the first research 
question, the same test resulted in no significant findings for the second question.  This 
means that there is not a discernible relationship between the in-conference recruiting 
rankings and facility building.  Though this may seem contradictory to the findings for 
question one, it may be supported by past research suggesting that the arms race keeps 
advantages within conferences minimal. 
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The arms race could be pointed to as a reason for a lack of significant findings in this 
statistical analysis.  As the Knight Commission discussed in its Call to Action (2001), the 
idea of the Arms Race is to keep up with your conference and regional rivals.  This may 
explain the lack of a relationship between conference ranking and facility upgrades, as 
programs would just be creating a level playing field.  If, as the Knight Commission 
discussed, there is a race to upgrade facilities, this could show that schools within the same 
conference are staying in line with one another with their facility building.  Koger (2001) 
pointed to the domino-effect created when a conference member begins a capital project, 
necessary or not, as their conference rivals react and respond as they deem fit. 
 While these conference rivals are attempting to maintain similar facility standards, 
resulting in no relationship between facility building and recruiting, the national recruiting 
rankings could show a relationship as a result of the ever increasing financial gap within 
collegiate athletics, and its effect at the recruiting level.  The financial differences and issues 
faced by athletic departments can be seen in the 250 percent increase in capital expenditures 
at the Division I-A level and the fact that NCAA institutions are bringing in over $3 billion a 
year, yet spending $4.1 billion over that same time (A Call to Action, 2001, p. 17).  Fulks 
(2005) reported that both revenues and expenses increased for each period between 1997-99, 
1999-01 and 2001-03.  This fact is reiterated through Fort’s (2006) assertion that the annual 
growth for Division I-A athletic department revenues between 1985 and 2001 was 1.7 times 
the growth rate of the U.S. economy.   
 As these numbers continue to improve, it would seem appropriate that decision 
makers in college athletics are treating their departments in a more business-like manner.  
With the potential to make up to $40 million in one year off a championship-caliber football 
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team, as referenced by Barnhart (2007) when speaking of Florida, it would also be 
understandable that athletic directors are placing an onus on creating successful football 
programs.  Though groups like the Knight Commission may disagree, there are leaders on the 
academic side of the argument that support the continued progress of athletic growth.  As the 
President of Oklahoma State University (Strout, 2006) and the Chancellor of the University 
of Kansas (Suggs, 2004b) both intimated, there is a value to the university in a successful 
athletic department.  It is this desire for success, coupled with the viewpoint that recruits 
consider quality of facility in their decision making process (McCafferty, 2006) that keeps 
the idea of facility upgrades at the forefront. 
Research Question 3 
Q3 Is there a significant relationship between major facility upgrades and/or 
renovations and overall winning percentage? 
 The Rank Biserial Correlation utilizing overall winning percentage and presence of 
construction as its variables showed no significant findings.  While this may go against the 
assumption of recruiting leading to on-field success, it must be remembered that over a large 
population, the winning percentage within each of the two groups is going to average to 
nearly .500.  Despite these findings, it should not be completely discounted that there could 
be a relationship between winning percentage and facility building, as it seems to relate to 
recruiting success.  As discussed in the review of literature, the first NCAA commissioned 
study by Orszag (2003) showed that there was not a direct relationship between increased 
spending on football and overall winning percentages in the 1990s. The findings of the data 
analysis supported this information.  This is one area for potential further research, as will be 
discussed later in this chapter. 
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Research Question 4 
Q4 Is there a significant relationship between national recruiting ranking and 
overall winning percentage? 
 The statistical findings for the Spearman Correlation for question four were fairly 
conclusive, showing that not only was there significant result for every year and both 
recruiting services, but that there was a fairly sizable relationship between the two variables.  
With Coefficients of Determination ranging from 8.6 percent to 23.4 percent, there was a 
fairly strong relationship between the variation in recruiting ranking and the variation in 
winning percentage. This would be the most statistically significant finding of all the 
questions examined in this study. While the results of this particular analysis do favor the 
viewpoint that recruiting leads to wins, further studies would be needed to truly appreciate 
the full scope of their meaning. 
 Though already at high levels, the pressure to recruit the top athletes would increase 
for head coaches across the Division I-A landscape if it becomes more apparent that 
recruiting directly affects overall winning percentages.    Whether they are competing to keep 
their jobs at a top-tier institution, ascend the ladder of Division I-A coaching, or are simply 
trying to maintain employment at their current institution, recruiting achievement is quickly 
becoming an important part of any coach’s success.   
 The significant findings for this research question fall directly in line with the 
findings of the studies by both Dumond (2007) and Langelett (2003).  Both of their studies 
found a relationship between team performance and recruiting.  Dumond found a direct 
relationship between on-field success and quality of recruit available to and signed by an 
institution.  Langelett found that there was not only a relationship between recruiting and 
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team performance, but the reciprocal was true as well, leading to a cycle that kept the top 
teams in the country perennially strong, forcing the less successful programs to search out 
further recruiting advantages.  
As previously discussed, Waggoner (2004) examined the reasoning behind facility 
upgrades and found that one of the major effects was on recruiting and recruit perception of a 
program.  It is this perception, of program growth and interest that can add to the recruiting 
ability of a program.  Koger (2001) also spoke of the reciprocal nature of facility building, 
leading to improved recruiting classes, and in turn, increased program status and 
performance. Despite his points in favor of the recruiting benefits, Koger did warn of the 
potential for creating an arms race through facility building.  As Koger stated, recruiting 
leads to winning, which again leads to better recruiting and in turn heightened expectations, 
leading coaches to look for any advantage they can get on the recruiting trail.   
It is this need for edges in any available area that has fueled the speculation, drive and 
reality of a potential arms race in college athletics, and major college football in specific.  
Though the Knight Commission may disagree with the decisions, it is obvious that there are 
administrators in the country like Ed Gobles at Texas (McCafferty, 2006) and Jeremy Foley 
at Florida (Barnhart, 2007) that realize that the advantage of utilizing their full financial 
potential.  Not only are they supported by fans and sport-crazed alumni, but top college 
administrators realize the potential for gain from a successful athletic program.  The 
decisions will become even more difficult if a direct link between all the portions of the 
previously discussed cycle of wins/recruiting/facilities is proven.  With donors willing to 
give $165 million gifts (Strout, 2006), athletic departments surpassing  $100 million in 
expenses, while turning a profit (Wertheim, 2007) and single teams creating around $40 
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million in revenue (Barnhart, 2007), it will become increasingly difficult for groups like the 
Knight Commission to be heard, despite having seemingly noble interests.  
Research Question 5 
Q5 Is there a significant relationship between recruiting ranking within 
conference and overall winning percentage? 
 Again utilizing a Spearman Correlation, the outcome comparison of winning 
percentage and within conference recruiting ranking produced significant results.  This time, 
unlike with the previous question, there was one year, 2003, which did not register a 
significant finding.  Looking over the data, there is no logical explanation for this anomaly 
other than chance.  The Coefficients of Determination were not nearly as strong for this 
relationship, ranging from 1.3 percent up to 17.4 percent.  These numbers demonstrated a 
less powerful relationship between the two variables than on the previous question, which 
took national ranking, rather than conference ranking into account.  
As with the findings for research question 4 above, the statistically significant 
findings for this question support the results of the studies by both Dumond (2007) and 
Langelett (2003).  Both studies examined the possibility of a relationship between team 
performance and recruiting.  Langelett stated that there was a reciprocal relationship between 
recruiting and winning percentage.  Finding that team performance leads improved 
recruiting, lending value to an idea of a cycle that kept the perennial top 25 teams strong and 
created a need for the less successful programs to create and cultivate new and improved 
recruiting advantages.  Through Dumond’s study, a direct relationship between on-field 
success and quality of recruit available to and signed by an institution was found, also 
lending credence to the idea that there are distinct advantages to making your program more 
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enticing to recruits, in turn lending evidence in favor of facility-building and other such 
endeavors. 
 The findings for this analysis could aid either side of the argument, showing that 
winning percentage is related to recruiting, just like in the previous questions analysis, but 
also showing the effects that the arms race and facility building has had on attempting to 
keep an even playing field within conferences.  As previously stated, it plays into the concept 
of facility building as a necessary part of a successful program feeding the cyclical nature of 
college football.  This was stated by Koger (2001) when he talked of the effect of facility 
improvements on recruiting efforts and its effect, in turn, on program perception.  He stated 
that through improved facilities, a program can improve all aspects of game experience, from 
the fans, to the players and even the media.  This point was reiterated by Waggoner (2004) 
when he discussed the potential benefits of increased recruiting. 
 Unlike the results for research question two, this does not necessarily lend credence to 
the idea of conference rivals not gaining an advantage over one another.  If we are to believe 
that facility building affects the overall recruiting abilities of a program, then it would seem 
that through an arms race winning percentages would remain fairly close across a conference.  
Strength of schedule would certainly have to be accounted for, but with a significant finding, 
it is difficult to place blame solely on this fact.   
Another point made by Koger (2001) in his article was the overall increase in 
recognition and perception by not only recruits, but also media and fans received following 
capital project.  The perceptions of these groups can magnify any issues or impressions left 
from their game day experiences.  This in turn affects recruiting, as good publicity, like an 
improved stadium, can play into a recruits final decision.  It is this combination of 
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reasonings, postulations and realities that play into the fear of an Arms Race by the Knight 
Commission.  Though this does not prove such a thing, it does show that in-conference 
recruiting may be affected by schools consistently keeping up with the advantages created by 
their peer institutions.  
Conclusion 
 Taking the overall results as they relate to the data collected for this study, one could 
say there were no conclusive findings.  This is true, but the evidence does favor the concept 
of the cyclical nature of college football at the highest level.  The Knight Commission 
(2001), among other institutions and groups, worry that the academic mission and integrity of 
a university is at stake as college sport grows closer and closer to being big business.  With 
capital expenditures rapidly growing, coaching salaries rising at all-time highs, increased 
pressure for success at any cost, as well as the fear of losing the student-mantle associated 
with student-athletes, these groups have their reasons to worry, and have chosen evidence to 
support their cause.  However, there are groups that feel just as strongly that the successes of 
many schools athletic programs benefits them in as many, if not more, ways than it detracts 
from their goals. 
 It is this concept of improved name-recognition leading to stronger applicant pools 
that many administrators use as justification for schools’ spending on athletics.  The reality 
of the situation is that no matter how we address the needs, both the athletic and academic 
goals of an institution are often sacrificed for the greater financial good of the school, 
whether it is an increased focus on football or on the ability of a professor to bring in 
research grants, something is often traded.  As the current state of the NCAA shows us, it 
does not appear that athletics will fall to the wayside any time in the near future.   
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As decision-makers face scrutiny from every angle on a college campus, the best they 
can do is prepare themselves with data collected and analyzed to support their cause.  This 
study may act as just such a tool, helping athletic directors and coaches point to the findings 
that facility improvements can affect indicators of success in Division I-A football.  As has 
been discussed throughout this work, the idea of facility building leading to increased 
recruiting success, in turn leading to improved on-field results, which can lead to financial 
gain, and eventually a need to further improve a program does not go unnoticed by decision 
makers.  While their overall budgets may reach only small fractions of that of the university, 
athletic departments are no long operating on small budgets, especially within the top 
conferences. 
 Whether it was Ohio State breaking the $100 million threshold in terms of budget, 
while still turning a profit, or some of the smaller schools beginning to build ever growing 
facilities and programs, or any of a number of other examples, society has taken notice.  We 
now operate in a world very different from the past, and our most viable option is to grow 
with it, control it and maintain an understanding of where we have gone, where we are and 
where we are going.  Through continued research answers may be found, but until then, we 
will continue to witness the growth of athletics as a big money endeavor. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 As with any study, this thesis may have shed light on other areas for potential 
research related to facility building, recruiting and indicators of success, in this case, winning 
percentage.  The data collected and examined in this work answered the specific questions 
asked by the author, but could have benefited from a longer period of study.  Below several 
suggestions will be made for the direction of future research on this and peripheral topics. 
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The first suggestion would be a study in 2012, repeating the same data collection, but 
for an extended period of time.  The data could be collected again and with additional years 
of compilation would be further strengthened in its conclusions.  Another benefit to a more 
longitudinal study, would be an increase in data on facility building, with the ability to 
examine the direct results of improvements as they were announced, completed and utilized 
in their initial years. 
 Building on this concept, it could be interesting to perform a series of case studies on 
the subject matter of facility building in Division I-A football.  One arrangement could be 
set-up to look at a sample of conference representatives as they undergo facility 
improvements.  By taking a cross-sample from conferences of differing sizes, a more 
complete set of opinions and viewpoints would be collected.   
 Once the sample population was decided upon, surveys could be created and 
performed questioning decision makers, coaches and players on the perceived and real 
reasons for the improvements.  In this case a true measure of potential success and 
expectations for the projects could be gathered for all those affected by the process.  With a 
long-term approach to the study, one could also take a look at indicators of success prior to, 
during and after the capital campaign.  Because of the surveys, a true assessment of the 
success of a given project could also be created. 
 A final idea for research going forward would be to incorporate a survey of incoming 
freshmen, questioning them on their decision-making process and what role certain program 
features played.  This could be combined with a study looking at the successes of each 
recruiting class over their respective careers.  This approach to a similar study would provide 
a more realistic look at the impact of the facility on recruiting and in turn the 
42 
 
build/recruit/performance cycle discussed within this work.  With a greater time period for 
the research, many things could be more directly addressed, but this thesis has provided a 
solid starting point for future research in the area of facility building as it relates to Division 
I-A football and select indicators of success.   
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Appendix IA 
 
Construction Status 
 
Institution Conference Construction (1=yes, 2=no) 
Boston College ACC 2 
Clemson ACC 2 
Duke ACC 2 
Florida State ACC 2 
Georgia Tech ACC 2 
Maryland ACC 2 
Miami (Fl.) ACC 1 
North Carolina ACC 1 
North Carolina State ACC 2 
Virginia   ACC 1 
Virginia Tech ACC 2 
Wake Forest ACC 2 
Baylor Big 12 1 
Colorado Big 12 2 
Iowa State Big 12 1 
Kansas Big 12 1 
Kansas State Big 12 1 
Missouri Big 12 1 
Nebraska Big 12 2 
Oklahoma Big 12 1 
Oklahoma State Big 12 2 
Texas Big 12 1 
Texas A&M Big 12 1 
Texas Tech Big 12 2 
Cincinnati Big East 2 
Louisville Big East 1 
Pittsburgh Big East 1 
Rutgers Big East 2 
Syracuse Big East 2 
West Virginia Big East 2 
Illinois Big Ten 2 
Indiana Big Ten 2 
Iowa   Big Ten 2 
Michigan Big Ten 2 
Michigan State Big Ten 2 
Minnesota Big Ten 2 
Northwestern Big Ten 2 
Ohio State Big Ten 1 
Penn State Big Ten 1 
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Purdue Big Ten 2 
Wisconsin Big Ten 2 
East Carolina CUSA 1 
Houston CUSA 1 
Rice CUSA 2 
SMU CUSA 1 
Southern Miss CUSA 2 
Tulane CUSA 2 
Tulsa CUSA 2 
UAB CUSA 2 
UTEP CUSA 2 
Army Indep. 2 
Navy Indep. 2 
Notre Dame Indep. 1 
Temple Indep. 2 
Akron MAC 2 
Ball State MAC 2 
Bowling Green MAC 2 
Buffalo MAC 2 
Central Michigan MAC 1 
Eastern Michigan MAC 2 
Kent State MAC 2 
Miami (Oh.) MAC 2 
Northern Illinois MAC 1 
Ohio   MAC 1 
Toldeo MAC 2 
Western Michigan MAC 2 
Air Force MWC 2 
BYU MWC 2 
Colorado State MWC 2 
New Mexico MWC 1 
San Diego State MWC 1 
TCU MWC 2 
UNLV MWC 1 
Utah MWC 1 
Wyoming MWC 2 
Arizona Pac-10 2 
Arizona State Pac-10 2 
California Pac-10 1 
Oregon Pac-10 2 
Oregon State Pac-10 2 
Stanford Pac-10 2 
UCLA Pac-10 2 
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USC Pac-10 2 
Washington Pac-10 2 
Washington State Pac-10 2 
Alabama SEC 1 
Arkansas SEC 1 
Auburn SEC 1 
Florida SEC 1 
Georgia   SEC 2 
Kentucky SEC 2 
LSU SEC 2 
Mississippi SEC 1 
Mississippi State SEC 1 
South Carolina SEC 2 
Tennessee SEC 2 
Vanderbilt SEC 2 
Arkansas State Sun Belt 2 
Louisiana-Lafayette Sun Belt 2 
Louisiana-Monroe Sun Belt 1 
Middle Tennessee State Sun Belt 2 
North Texas Sun Belt 1 
Troy Sun Belt 2 
Boise State WAC 1 
Fresno State WAC 2 
Hawaii WAC 2 
Idaho WAC 2 
Louisiana Tech WAC 2 
Nevada WAC 2 
New Mexico State WAC 2 
San Jose State WAC 2 
Utah State WAC 1 
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Appendix IB 
 
Recruiting Data 
 
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 
Institution Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals Scout Rivals 
Boston College 9 7 11 10 10 4 8 6 10 8 
Clemson 3 3 5 5 9 9 11 11 4 4 
Duke 7 10 8 9 12 11 12 12 12 11 
Florida State 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 5 2 1 
Georgia Tech 10 11 10 11 8 10 9 9 9 10 
Maryland 5 4 7 4 3 3 7 8 5 6 
Miami (Fl.) 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 
North Carolina 4 5 9 8 4 6 4 3 6 7 
North Carolina State 8 9 6 7 5 5 2 2 7 5 
Virginia   11 8 3 6 6 7 5 4 3 3 
Virginia Tech 6 6 4 3 7 8 6 7 8 9 
Wake Forest 12 12 12 12 11 12 10 10 11 12 
Baylor 10 12 11 12 12 12 8 12 5 12 
Colorado 9 10 7 9 9 10 4 5 6 3 
Iowa State 12 11 9 11 11 9 11 10 11 8 
Kansas 7 7 10 10 10 11 12 7 12 11 
Kansas State 8 8 8 5 8 4 9 11 8 4 
Missouri 11 9 6 7 6 6 10 6 10 7 
Nebraska 6 3 2 2 7 5 5 8 9 9 
Oklahoma 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
Oklahoma State 3 4 11 8 5 8 6 4 7 6 
Texas 1 1 3 4 2 2 3 3 1 1 
Texas A&M 5 6 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 5 
Texas Tech 4 5 5 6 4 7 7 9 4 10 
Cincinnati 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Louisville 2 2 3 3 5 5 2 2 5 5 
Pittsburgh 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 
Rutgers 5 3 5 5 1 3 5 3 4 4 
Syracuse 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 3 3 
West Virginia 4 5 1 1 4 1 3 4 2 1 
Illinois 4 4 8 8 8 8 4 2 6 6 
Indiana 11 11 11 11 10 10 9 8 11 11 
Iowa   6 6 3 2 7 6 3 7 5 8 
Michigan 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 
Michigan State 7 5 7 7 4 4 11 9 4 4 
Minnesota 9 9 10 10 9 9 8 4 10 9 
Northwestern 10 10 9 9 11 11 10 10 8 10 
Ohio State 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 6 1 1 
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Penn State 1 1 5 4 3 3 7 11 2 3 
Purdue 8 8 4 5 5 5 5 3 9 5 
Wisconsin 5 7 6 6 6 7 6 5 7 7 
East Carolina 1 3 5 9 3 6 6 8 6 5 
Houston 3 6 3 6 5 2 1 3 1 2 
Rice 8 4 9 7 8 8 3 4 7 8 
SMU 7 7 8 4 6 5 4 1 3 3 
Southern Miss 6 1 1 3 2 3 5 5 5 1 
Tulane 4 6 7 8 1 1 2 6 2 7 
Tulsa 5 6 4 1 4 3 8 7 4 4 
UAB 2 2 6 2 7 7 7 2 7 6 
UTEP 9 5 2 5 9 9 9 9 7 9 
Army 4 4 3 4 3 4 2 3 2 3 
Navy 2 3 4 3 4 3 3 4 3 4 
Notre Dame 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Temple 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 4 2 
Akron 7 1 1 1 9 7 7 5 1 3 
Ball State 3 3 9 7 10 6 9 10 2 9 
Bowling Green 1 6 5 7 2 3 6 2 8 7 
Buffalo 12 4 6 7 11 10 5 4 12 1 
Central Michigan 6 8 3 6 4 11 1 7 10 6 
Eastern Michigan 10 8 11 7 6 4 12 7 4 4 
Kent State 11 12 10 4 12 12 8 1 10 12 
Miami (Oh.) 4 6 12 12 1 4 11 11 4 8 
Northern Illinois 9 11 4 1 8 1 10 6 6 5 
Ohio   8 2 2 7 3 7 3 12 8 11 
Toldeo 2 5 6 3 7 7 2 3 2 10 
Western Michigan 5 8 8 4 4 1 4 7 6 1 
Air Force 9 9 9 9 8 9 7 9 9 9 
BYU 1 3 1 4 2 4 2 7 1 1 
Colorado State 4 6 8 8 3 5 5 4 3 2 
New Mexico 8 7 6 5 9 7 6 5 7 7 
San Diego State 5 5 4 2 1 1 1 1 4 8 
TCU 3 2 2 1 5 2 3 3 2 5 
UNLV 6 4 5 7 7 6 4 2 6 3 
Utah 2 1 3 3 4 3 8 6 5 4 
Wyoming 7 8 7 6 6 7 9 8 7 6 
Arizona 2 3 3 3 10 9 7 7 7 5 
Arizona State 5 5 7 6 5 7 6 3 4 3 
California 4 4 2 2 7 4 3 2 10 10 
Oregon 10 9 5 5 2 2 8 6 6 7 
Oregon State 8 7 9 8 8 6 9 9 9 8 
Stanford 7 10 6 7 9 10 4 5 5 9 
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UCLA 3 2 4 4 6 8 5 8 1 1 
USC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 
Washington 6 6 10 10 4 3 2 4 3 4 
Washington State 9 8 8 9 3 5 10 10 8 6 
Alabama 6 5 4 5 5 5 10 10 10 9 
Arkansas 8 9 9 8 6 7 8 8 8 8 
Auburn 4 4 7 3 8 6 6 6 3 3 
Florida 1 1 3 4 3 3 2 2 7 7 
Georgia   2 2 2 2 2 2 4 3 2 2 
Kentucky 10 10 11 11 10 10 11 11 12 12 
LSU 3 3 5 6 1 1 1 1 4 5 
Mississippi 5 6 8 9 9 8 9 9 9 10 
Mississippi State 11 11 10 10 11 11 7 5 5 6 
South Carolina 9 8 6 7 7 9 5 4 6 4 
Tennessee 7 7 1 1 4 4 3 7 1 1 
Vanderbilt 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 11 11 
Arkansas State 6 2 6 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 
Louisiana-Lafayette 2 2 4 2 5 5 5 1 1 4 
Louisiana-Monroe 3 4 5 6 6 6 6 6 3 3 
Middle Tennessee State 5 6 1 3 2 3 2 2 2 1 
North Texas 3 5 3 5 3 1 3 5 3 5 
Troy 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 4 3 6 
Boise State 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 8 4 5 
Fresno State 5 3 5 2 7 9 2 6 1 1 
Hawaii 7 8 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 
Idaho 1 5 2 6 3 5 7 7 7 3 
Louisiana Tech 6 2 6 4 6 3 1 5 8 8 
Nevada 3 4 8 5 5 7 6 2 5 4 
New Mexico State 9 9 9 6 9 8 9 9 8 9 
San Jose State 4 6 7 9 8 5 5 1 2 6 
Utah State 8 7 4 6 1 1 8 4 6 7 
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Appendix IC 
 
Winning Percentages 
 
2006 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001 
Boston College 0.769 0.750 0.750 0.615 0.692 0.667 
Clemson 0.615 0.667 0.545 0.692 0.538 0.583 
Duke 0.000 0.091 0.182 0.333 0.167 0.000 
Florida State 0.538 0.615 0.750 0.769 0.643 0.667 
Georgia Tech 0.643 0.385 0.583 0.538 0.538 0.615 
Maryland 0.692 0.455 0.364 0.769 0.786 0.833 
Miami (Fl.) 0.538 0.750 0.750 0.846 0.923 1.000 
North Carolina 0.250 0.455 0.500 0.167 0.250 0.615 
North Carolina State 0.250 0.583 0.455 0.615 0.786 0.583 
Virginia   0.417 0.583 0.667 0.615 0.643 0.417 
Virginia Tech 0.769 0.846 0.769 0.615 0.714 0.667 
Wake Forest 0.786 0.364 0.364 0.417 0.538 0.545 
Baylor 0.333 0.455 0.273 0.250 0.250 0.273 
Colorado 0.167 0.538 0.615 0.417 0.643 0.769 
Iowa State 0.333 0.583 0.583 0.167 0.500 0.583 
Kansas 0.500 0.583 0.364 0.462 0.167 0.273 
Kansas State 0.538 0.455 0.364 0.733 0.846 0.500 
Missouri 0.615 0.583 0.455 0.615 0.417 0.364 
Nebraska 0.643 0.667 0.455 0.769 0.500 0.846 
Oklahoma 0.786 0.667 0.923 0.857 0.857 0.846 
Oklahoma State 0.538 0.364 0.583 0.692 0.615 0.364 
Texas 0.769 1.000 0.917 0.769 0.846 0.846 
Texas A&M 0.692 0.455 0.583 0.333 0.500 0.667 
Texas Tech 0.615 0.750 0.667 0.615 0.643 0.583 
Cincinnati 0.615 0.364 0.583 0.417 0.500 0.583 
Louisville 0.923 0.750 0.917 0.692 0.538 0.846 
Pittsburgh 0.500 0.455 0.667 0.615 0.692 0.583 
Rutgers 0.846 0.583 0.364 0.417 0.083 0.182 
Syracuse 0.333 0.091 0.500 0.500 0.333 0.769 
West Virginia 0.846 0.917 0.667 0.615 0.692 0.273 
Illinois 0.167 0.182 0.273 0.083 0.417 0.833 
Indiana 0.417 0.364 0.273 0.167 0.250 0.455 
Iowa   0.462 0.583 0.833 0.769 0.846 0.583 
Michigan 0.846 0.583 0.750 0.769 0.769 0.667 
Michigan State 0.333 0.455 0.417 0.615 0.333 0.583 
Minnesota 0.462 0.583 0.583 0.769 0.615 0.364 
Northwestern 0.333 0.583 0.500 0.462 0.250 0.364 
Ohio State 0.923 0.833 0.667 0.846 1.000 0.583 
Penn State 0.692 0.917 0.364 0.250 0.692 0.455 
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Purdue 0.571 0.455 0.583 0.692 0.538 0.500 
Wisconsin 0.923 0.769 0.750 0.538 0.571 0.417 
East Carolina 0.538 0.455 0.182 0.083 0.333 0.500 
Houston 0.714 0.500 0.273 0.538 0.417 0.000 
Rice 0.538 0.091 0.273 0.417 0.364 0.667 
SMU 0.500 0.455 0.273 0.000 0.250 0.364 
Southern Miss 0.643 0.583 0.583 0.692 0.538 0.545 
Tulane 0.333 0.182 0.455 0.417 0.615 0.250 
Tulsa 0.615 0.692 0.333 0.615 0.083 0.091 
UAB 0.250 0.455 0.583 0.417 0.417 0.545 
UTEP 0.417 0.667 0.667 0.182 0.167 0.182 
Army 0.250 0.364 0.182 0.000 0.083 0.273 
Navy 0.692 0.667 0.833 0.615 0.167 0.000 
Notre Dame 0.769 0.750 0.500 0.417 0.769 0.455 
Temple 0.083 0.000 0.182 0.083 0.333 0.364 
Akron 0.417 0.538 0.545 0.583 0.333 0.364 
Ball State 0.417 0.364 0.182 0.385 0.500 0.455 
Bowling Green 0.333 0.545 0.750 0.786 0.750 0.727 
Buffalo 0.167 0.091 0.182 0.083 0.083 0.273 
Central Michigan 0.714 0.545 0.364 0.250 0.333 0.273 
Eastern Michigan 0.083 0.364 0.364 0.250 0.250 0.182 
Kent State 0.500 0.091 0.455 0.417 0.250 0.545 
Miami (Oh.) 0.167 0.636 0.615 0.929 0.583 0.583 
Northern Illinois 0.583 0.583 0.750 0.833 0.667 0.545 
Ohio   0.643 0.364 0.364 0.167 0.333 0.091 
Toldeo 0.417 0.750 0.692 0.667 0.643 0.833 
Western Michigan 0.615 0.636 0.091 0.417 0.333 0.455 
Air Force 0.333 0.364 0.455 0.583 0.615 0.500 
BYU 0.846 0.500 0.455 0.333 0.417 0.857 
Colorado State 0.333 0.500 0.364 0.538 0.714 0.583 
New Mexico 0.462 0.545 0.583 0.615 0.500 0.545 
San Diego State 0.250 0.417 0.364 0.500 0.308 0.273 
TCU 0.846 0.917 0.455 0.846 0.833 0.500 
UNLV 0.167 0.182 0.182 0.500 0.417 0.364 
Utah 0.615 0.583 1.000 0.833 0.455 0.667 
Wyoming 0.500 0.364 0.583 0.333 0.167 0.182 
Arizona 0.500 0.273 0.273 0.167 0.333 0.455 
Arizona State 0.538 0.583 0.750 0.417 0.571 0.364 
California 0.769 0.667 0.833 0.571 0.583 0.091 
Oregon 0.538 0.833 0.455 0.615 0.538 0.917 
Oregon State 0.714 0.455 0.583 0.615 0.615 0.455 
Stanford 0.083 0.455 0.364 0.364 0.182 0.750 
UCLA 0.538 0.833 0.500 0.462 0.615 0.636 
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USC 0.833 0.923 1.000 0.923 0.846 0.500 
Washington 0.417 0.182 0.091 0.500 0.538 0.667 
Washington State 0.500 0.364 0.455 0.769 0.769 0.833 
Alabama 0.462 0.833 0.500 0.308 0.769 0.583 
Arkansas 0.714 0.364 0.455 0.692 0.643 0.583 
Auburn 0.846 0.750 1.000 0.615 0.692 0.583 
Florida 0.929 0.750 0.636 0.615 0.615 0.833 
Georgia   0.692 0.769 0.833 0.786 0.929 0.667 
Kentucky 0.615 0.273 0.182 0.333 0.583 0.182 
LSU 0.846 0.846 0.750 0.929 0.615 0.769 
Mississippi 0.333 0.273 0.364 0.769 0.538 0.636 
Mississippi State 0.250 0.273 0.273 0.167 0.250 0.273 
South Carolina 0.615 0.583 0.545 0.417 0.417 0.750 
Tennessee 0.692 0.455 0.769 0.769 0.615 0.846 
Vanderbilt 0.333 0.455 0.182 0.167 0.167 0.182 
Arkansas State 0.500 0.500 0.273 0.417 0.462 0.182 
Louisiana-Lafayette 0.500 0.545 0.364 0.333 0.250 0.273 
Louisiana-Monroe 0.333 0.364 0.455 0.083 0.250 0.182 
Middle Tenn.State 0.538 0.364 0.455 0.333 0.333 0.727 
North Texas 0.250 0.182 0.583 0.692 0.615 0.417 
Troy 0.615 0.364 0.583 0.500 0.333 0.636 
Boise State 1.000 0.692 0.917 0.929 0.923 0.667 
Fresno State 0.333 0.615 0.750 0.643 0.643 0.786 
Hawaii 0.786 0.417 0.615 0.643 0.714 0.750 
Idaho 0.333 0.182 0.250 0.250 0.167 0.091 
Louisiana Tech 0.231 0.636 0.500 0.500 0.333 0.583 
Nevada 0.615 0.750 0.417 0.500 0.417 0.273 
New Mexico State 0.333 0.000 0.455 0.250 0.583 0.417 
San Jose State 0.615 0.273 0.182 0.273 0.462 0.250 
Utah State 0.083 0.273 0.273 0.250 0.364 0.364 
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